Abstract: This study will provide a critique of preliminary results obtained from the application of the 'Guide for Planning the Future of Our Language' (Hanawalt, Varenkamp, Lahn, & Eberhard 2015) in minority speech communities. This recent methodological tool was developed to enable and empower minoritized language groups to do their own language planning and to control their own language development. The tool is based on a theoretical approach to community based language development known as the 'Sustainable Use Model', or the SUM (Lewis & Simons 2016). The paper will begin with a brief introduction to the theoretical framework of the SUM. Next it will describe the basic structure of the 'Guide for Planning the Future of Our Language', and then 'follow along' as it is applied in various communities and workshops with mother tongue speakers. These applications were conducted by the author and others in 84 languages in Brazil, Colombia, Croatia, Indonesia, Malaysia, Myanmar, Nepal, Nigeria, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, São Tomé e Príncipe, and Venezuela. This will be the first report of its kind on the broad applications of this rapidly growing methodology.
Introduction
Language communities are often not aware of shift before it reaches a critical stage. In many cases they are also not a crucial part of any well-meaning attempts to do something about the 'situation'. Outside interventions in language use without the speech community on board have been shown to be largely ineffective (Rehg 2004 :510, Joseph 1987 . The failures of outside interventions without local initiative point to the fundamental need for on-going community agency and ownership in any language development project.
To deal with these two challenges, 1) the lack of communal awareness and 2) the lack of communal agency, the language development approach described in the following pages has been devised. For lack of a better term, those engaged in this approach simply refer to it as 'community-based language development', or 'CBLD'. For endangered language communities that find themselves in the midst of shift, struggling to understand all that is happening in their linguistic world, it offers a way forward.
In the remainder of the Introduction, I will outline the theoretical background for community based language development as it has been proposed by Lewis and Simons (2016) in their Sustainable Use Model (SUM). From there, I will move to the Methodology section where I introduce a diagnostic tool based on the SUM that the author and others have been involved in developing, known as the Guide for Planning the Future of Our Language, or simply 'the Guide'. The Results section will discuss the preliminary findings from applications of this theory plus praxis combination in various local minority communities in Asia, Melanesia, Africa, Europe, and South America. Lewis and Simons (2016) have introduced a new perspective on minority language assessment and development known as the Sustainable Use Model (or SUM). I will touch here only on those aspects of the theory that are directly applicable to our discussion. This model starts by focusing on a specific 'speech community' within a larger language ecology. This speech community can be defined as a community that 1) shares the same language repertoire, 2) shares the same norms of language use, and 3) shares a high degree of social interaction. 1 The SUM also proposes its own language vitality scale, known as the EGIDS, or Expanded Graded Intergenerational Disruption Scale (see Table 1 ). This scale is built on Fishman's (1991) Graded Intergenerational Disruption Scale, but provides a more detailed metric allowing for more precise assessment. 2 Lewis and Simons further differentiate between levels of vitality that are sustainable and those that are temporary. The sustainable levels of language use they identify areː Sustainable History, Sustainable Identity, Sustainable Orality, and Sustainable Literacy. These correspond to EGIDS levels 10, 9, 6a and 4 respectively, and are hierarchical, with each higher level implying the existence of the lower ones (with the exception of level 10). Sustainable levels, highlighted in bold in the EGIDS chart below, are then considered to be the only viable targets for any language development that intends to have long-term effects.
Theory in CBLD: The Sustainable Use Model
Finally, the SUM encourages community agency at all stages of language development. Without such ownership on the part of a local community, any changes in language use or functions will be short-lived.
The journey of the SUM takes a community through the various steps of community-based language development: language awareness, language assessment, language planning, and language implementation. The final goal is to enable communities to develop sustainable language use patterns that meet community felt needs.
To achieve that goal, CBLD is supported by a practical component that engages communities and allows them to apply the sociolinguistic principles of the SUM to their own language situation. While Lewis and Simons (2016) sketch out in broad terms what that application might look like, in the remainder of this paper I will present and critique a particular praxis of CBLD informally known as the Guide. Although not the first critique of this method, this is the first to evaluate how it benefits local speech communities (and not researchers).3 Preliminary results from 84 applications have been collected. As we will see, these results are still sporadic at best, but due to the rapid increase in the spread of this methodology, it is time to make some sense of the data we have in hand. (Hanawalt, Varenkamp, Lahn, & Eberhard 2015) , referred to henceforth as 'the Guide'. This document, while based on SUM theory, is written specifically with the local language community in mind as the target audience. This audience necessitates a simplified approach in most cases, one that makes the theory accessible by way of non-technical vocabulary and the use of visual metaphors. It is the express intention of the Guide that its application in a local community be led by mother-tongue facilitators when at all possible, those who are interested in volunteering to help their own people make decisions about their future language use. Having the discussions led by an insider supposedly avoids skewed responses that could result from the observor's paradox. Before applying the tool, this inside facilitator will require training in the use of the Guide, typically given by a language specialist/linguist who works in the region and has chosen to walk alongside the community and offer consultant help during the process of language development. This language specialist role can be filled by any language professionals with training related to the SUM, such as linguists, applied linguists, educators, or literacy workers, and they may have links to universities, NGO's, government agencies, and the like.
The Guide is composed of five sections: A-Language Awareness activities; B-Language Awareness discussions; C-Language Assessment; D--Language Documentation; E-Language Planning.
By employing a series of participatory activities, section A of the Guide introduces communities to some of the basic concepts of macro-sociolinguistics that are connected to vitality, but in a de-jargonized fashion. These concepts are: language repertoire, multilingualism, domains of use, diglossia, and bodies of knowledge.4 During these activities, communities are asked to create simple graphic representations (maps, Venn diagrams, and charts) that help them visualize how each of the above concepts applies to their own particular context. Section B is a set of 15 brief diagnostic dialogues that comprise the central portion of the Guide. These dialogues are divided into three sections, one for each of the three sustainable levels of language use identified by the SUM, namely, Sustainable Identity, Sustainable Orality, and Sustainable Literacy.5 Each of these sections is further composed of five conversations, targeting the five conditions Lewis and Simons (2016) have found to be necessary for sustainable language use. These are known as the FAMED conditions: Function, Acquisition, Motivation, Environment, and Differentiation. In each of these 15 dialogues, the goal is for the community to evaluate where their language is in regards to the factor at hand. These evaluations are marked on continuums that allow for more nuanced results than simple yes/no questions would.
After this lengthy journey of linguistic self-awareness, communities come to Section C where they must assess the general strength of their language use, and then 'place' their language on 'the language mountain', a visual metaphor of language vitality and sustainable levels.6
The higher up the 'mountain' a language is located, the stronger the vitality. The flat places on the mountain are those that are sustainable and can be maintained for many generations (such as sustainable orality where language is spoken by all generations and by all children). The sloped parts, on the other hand, represent ways of language use that are not sustainable (such as 'spoken well only by adults').
4 "Bodies of knowledge" is a term utilized by Lewis and Simons (2016) to refer to areas of life-crucial knowledge that are considered essential for adults in a given community to know. Their claim is that these are largely tied to a particular language in a community's repertoire. This term is thus similar to the more familiar notion of 'topic' within 'domains of use'. 5 Sustainable History, the fourth sustainable level dealing with language documentation, is addressed separately in Section D of the Guide. 6 Other metaphors are also possible if the mountain is not appropriate in a given society. Two of these other possible metaphors include bodies of water connected by streams, and a wall with different sections surrounding a city. After a short discussion on language documentation (Section D), communities are asked (Section E) to look back on the results from their previous discussions and decide if they desire to change anything about their current language use patterns. In particular, they are asked to determine whether their current repertoire is adequate to transmit the crucial bodies of knowledge they feel will be needed in the future. If any change in L1 language use is desired, a specific goal for the L1 language is then chosen on the 'mountain'. A few constraints are imposed upon these decisions to ensure realistic goal setting. Users of the Guide are asked to only choose one of the sustainable levels as a valid goal for their L1, rather than an unsustainable level. Furthermore, they are not to choose a goal that is more than two steps removed from their current position. This encourages development to occur in small, doable steps, and to focus on sustainable outcomes. The last section of the Guide gives community members the opportunity to make a detailed plan of concrete activities that will help them meet their goal of language development.
Throughout the process of using this tool, the underpinnings of the SUM (EGIDS, sustainable levels, bodies of knowledge) are clearly visible. The Guide enables participants to navigate through three of the four steps that are crucial to community based language development : 1) communal language awareness, 2) communal language vitality assessment, and finally, 3) communal language planning. The last step, 4) implementation of the final plan, is necessarily undertaken apart from using the Guide itself.
The Guide was written with the community in mind and uses non-technical vocabulary throughout. It is now available in 11 languages (or at least portions of it)ː English, Spanish, Portuguese, French, Malay, Nepalese, Urdu, Tok Pisin, Hausa, Mandarin, and Turkish. Several more translations are on the way or in the planning stages, including Azerbaijani. Most of these translations can be accessed at: http://www. leadimpact.org/language/#the-future-of-our-language.
Results

Applications of the 'Guide' in local communities
The Guide for Planning the Future or Our Language, although quite recent, has already been applied in some form in (at least) 84 languages, and in (at least) 14 countries. Table 2 below indicates all places where the Guide (or portions of it) has been applied to minority languages with members of local communities present, based on the information currently available (this does not include applications in academic settings, or applications where no mother-tongue speakers were present). 7
While the Guide proposes that trained mother-tongue facilitators lead community discussions, that ideal has not occurred in every situation. In some places the approach adopted was to have an outsider (either national or expatriate) help administer the tools in the community due to various difficulties in finding mother-tongue speakers who were available or who had the sufficient background to receive the training. At other times the choice of the facilitator was based on the goals of outsiders, who were utilizing these applications as a means to do academic research.
A number of other variables that affected the application of the tool are indicated in Table 2 . The settings of the Guide discussions differed significantly. While some communities applied it in their local setting, others only managed to have representatives apply it in a workshop event outside of their language area. This is indicated in column 5 by the use of 'Comm' (in the community) and 'Wrk' (in a workshop event outside the community).
The amount of the Guide that was actually used also differed greatly, depending on how much time the community had to devote to the task. This is shown in column 3. The values there range from: 'all' (all the Guide), 'intro' (just a very small introduction to part A), 'A only' (only section A of the Guide), 'A&B' (only sections A&B of the Guide), SUM (applying SUM principles with any method other than the Guide).
Column 6 of Table 2 shows several details pertaining to the application of the Guide in specific places. This column indicates the vitality of a language in the assessment of mother tongue speakers using the Guide. Although the actual assessments made by communities involve placing one's language on the image of a 'mountain', symbolizing its relative strength or weakness, this has been translated into EGIDS levels for our purposes here. Column 6 also indicates if the group arrived at a point in the Guide where they are asked to choose a location on the mountain as a future goal for language development. This has been translated in our table as an arrow followed by a second EGIDS level.
In Columns 7 and 8 we can see if a community managed to finish the Guide and make communal plans for developing their language, and then whether those plans are being implemented. The value 'Y' means that either a plan was made, or that it is being implemented. The symbol '-' (anywhere in the chart) indicates that a community never reached that step of the process. The abbreviation 'TE', is used when the information in question was a result of a training event. This is used in those cases where the Guide was applied in a workshop by mother-tongue speakers, but those present were not representatives chosen by their community to make decisions for the group. Any plans they might have made in such situations would either be understood as training exercises and not actual community plans, or tentative plans that would later need to be discussed further by others in their community.
Finally, there are a few places (Venezuela and some locations in the Sepik, Papua New Guinea) where we know training and application in the Guide (or a variation of it) has taken place, but specific information on those applications is not yet available. Wherever information is unknown, the table utilizes a <?>. -Y  TE  Y  TE  TE  TE  TE  TE  TE  TE  TE  TE  TE  TE  TE  TE   -?  TE  Y  TE  TE  TE  TE  TE  TE  TE  TE  TE  TE  TE  TE As we survey the results, we notice they are extremely preliminary. Some of the groups have only used initial portions of this tool, and have thus only reached the step of language awareness. Others have gone on to establish a goal for language development, and have made a plan to achieve that goal. Still others have taken the final step and have begun to implement their plans. This means the results across the various communities are varied in terms of depth.
The question that comes to mind is why so few applications of the method are indicated as having reached the planning and implementation stages? Why this is so seems to be due to three basic factors: purpose, timing, and monitoring.
The communities that applied the Guide in a workshop setting (marked 'Wrk' in column 5) typically did not come to the event prepared to make plans for their whole speech community. The most influential decision makers were often not there, thus limiting the scope of the event to awareness and assessment. 45 of the 84 language communities were in this category. Any plans these groups did make in the workshop were used as training exercises to ready them for doing language planning in their communities at a later time. That is why almost every instance of 'Wrk' in the chart is accompanied by TE (training event) in the planning column.
The issue of purpose also applies in those cases where the Guide was discussed by mother-tongue speakers at a community event in a local setting, but there was no intention of reaching a development plan. These are marked in the table with a 'Comm' value for the setting, but a '-' value for planning. Specifically, the cases that fall into this category are the two Mamaindê communities in Brazil, the Bookan community in Malaysia, and the Akha community in Myanmar. The first three were discussions whose only purpose was to use the intro of the Guide to address the general idea of language shift. Akha, the last of those three languages, was part of an academic research project (Suhn 2015) . None of these events had language planning as a goal.
Timing affects both the planning and implementation results. 37 ethnic groups (over half of those in the study) applied the Guide in their community, but 29 of those did not reach a plan. This is shown in the table with 'Comm' in column 5 and '-' in column 7. The '-' refers to the fact that this step has not been accomplished yet. These groups were using the Guide as part of a structured project with incremental steps, and only managed to apply section A. They have not gotten to the planning stage yet, although some of these have a scheduled time to do so in the near future. This is the case for all of the applications of the Guide in the Philippines. These groups without plans are of course the same groups without implementation.
The lack of data in the last two columns of the chart, particularly in regards to the question of implementation, shows that there has not been adequate monitoring and evaluation in the use of the Guide. We simply do not know what is happening in many places that have been introduced to this tool. It could be that some of these communities are actually implementing the tool in a successful manner. But we have no way of knowing that. This is perhaps the biggest weakness of this method so far. A more robust system of monitoring and evaluation will be needed if we ever want to know just how successful or unsuccessful this methodology has been. Such a system will need to depend on the initiative and efforts of those wanting the information, and not on the shoulders of local communities, who generally are not interested in academic questions.
While positive relationships between language specialists and mother-tongue speakers are important, they are not enough to ensure that this type of data is passed on. If we want this kind of information, evaluative questions will need to be prepared ahead of time by the language specialist so that incremental monitoring is done at each step of the language development process. To evaluate the results of the final implementation phase, the language specialist will need to have a plan made ahead of time as to exactly how they will be in contact with the speech community, and at what time intervals.
It could be argued that the SUM and the Guide have not been in use long enough by any local communities for long-term results to be measured. Due to the lack of such diachronic evidence, we cannot state confidently whether or not these tools can actually influence language use patterns in the ways intended, and if so, in what ways and in what types of communities. These findings should be forthcoming in the next couple of years, as more applications are being started, and better methods of monitoring and evaluation are being put in place.
Recognizing this short time-depth limitation, what we can do is highlight some of the evidences of communal awareness, communal assessment and communal planning that have resulted from the initial applications of these tools.
Evidence of Communal Awareness
In a CBLD event in west central Brazil in 2015, Mamaindê speakers in Aldeia Central diagramed their multilingual language patterns using three circles of strings.8 The three circles represented the three languages in their language repertoire, which included Portuguese plus two social dialects of Mamaindê that are the products of age grading -/lahjadu/ 'young' speech, and /denjadu/ 'old' speech (see Eberhard 2009 , for more on Mamaindê social dialects). Although the participants knew these varieties were present in their repertoire, they reported this was the first time their community had identified the specific age group for each variety, pin-pointing the cut-off point (roughly 20 years old) that separated the age-graded forms.
Awareness was heightened when they discussed bodies of knowledge and the topics they use in each language. They were surprised to discover that even though their language had strong oral vitality (EGIDS 6a), with all generations speaking the language, there was a noticeable weakness in a growing number of domains of use. This was due to diglossia becoming increasingly unstable as Portuguese gained entrance into previously watertight domains, creating weak spots in their otherwise strong language use. The weakened status of this state of affairs, and what it meant in terms of tendencies for the loss of future L1 domains, was news to them and generated considerable dialogue and concern. Their discussion of domains of use also found that traditional terms of address were being lost to Portuguese, particularly the Mamaindê familial terms for 'mother' /natidu/, 'father' /mĩnidu/, 'grandmother' /hĩnidu/, and 'grandfather' /suñidu/. These are no longer spoken by the young, who opt to use Portuguese for these terms. This was a language loss that had 'slipped under the radar', so to speak. Although such data was not gathered via a sociolinguistics survey, and was not documented in any empirical fashion (elicitation, recording, etc.), the activities were sufficient to raise group awareness of some language use practices that had slowly eroded.
Evidence of Communal Assessments
Native speakers of three creole languages (Santomé, Ngola, and Lung'Ie) participated in a CBLD workshop for facilitators in São Tomé e Príncipe (a two island country off the west coast of Africa) in the summer of 2014. It was assumed that the larger language, Santomé, had the strongest vitality of the three. But selfassessments made by each of the three communities during the training event indicated this was not the case.
After becoming aware of their language use patterns through the use of the Guide, the smaller Ngola community assessed their language vitality at a strong 6a, as all children speak Ngola in the home. The larger and more urban Santomé community, however, concluded their language was at a more critical stage, with a 'split' EGIDS level, 6b and 8a. They decided it was mostly 8a because the parents do not speak Santomé and do not pass it on to their children. The youngest fluent speakers are of the grandparent generation. However, there is a minority of the young adults now who are learning Santomé in their late teens or as young adults, creating a situation which looks more like a 6b, where some youth do speak the language.9 These youth did not appear to achieve full fluency, creating a rather complex language use scenario. However, by utilizing the Guide, the participants were able to analyze their situation appropriately by taking the lowest assessment of the two, and making some reasonable plans that addressed the weakest area of their language use. (In such cases of 'split' assessments, groups are encouraged to take the lowest vitality reading as the most indicative of language health, and plan any interventions accordingly).
The Lanoh, Temiar, Jahut, and Jahai communities of the Cameron Highlands in West Malaysia participated in a CBLD training event in Ipoh in April 2016. They all have extremely small populations, but their language use patterns are surprisingly robust, with EGIDS levels of 6a or higher. Although Malay is the only language they use in formal education, it was discovered they all use their L1 languages to varying degrees for texting and social media. This is made possible by way of transference -the act of transferring literacy skills from L2 to L1. Such informal use of literacy is growing more prevalent and more pervasive in these cultures over time. Although texting fills an informal role in language use, one that patterns in some ways more like an extension of extemporaneous speech than formal literacy, it is also critically different from oral speech. 10 These groups have thus added to their repertoire a new function for the L1 that it has never had before. This function is accessed via a form of writing which is supported by technologies and L2 institutions which will not be going away any time soon. In that sense, texting strengthens the vitality of these languages, raising them up to a level higher than just Sustainable Orality11, possibly calling for their own EGIDS level (either a 6A+ or a 4B).
Evidence of Communal Planning
Among the Bookan of Sabah state, northern Borneo, a rapid application of most of section A of the Guide within the local community was sufficient for the Bookan participants to become aware that the vitality level of their traditional language was more dire than anyone had originally imagined. Their communal assessment of their own language resulted in an 8a EGIDS level, far weaker than the previous assessment of 6b reported in the Ethnologue (since corrected). Several of the activities in the Guide also made it clear that Malay was filling the need for all literacy functions in their society. The community members concluded that due to the extent of language shift and the pervasive use of Malay literacy, it was not realistic nor necessary for them to develop their traditional language any further. Their future was clearly in Malay. This showed that the decision to not develop one's traditional language any further (after full awareness of the situation is reached) is a valid communal decision. But such a decision requires free agency on the part of those who have most at stake in the language planning process. It is the speakers alone who can make the conscious choice to allow former functions of a minority language to gradually be overtaken by a majority one that will serve the community better into the future. The Guide allows for this possible outcome, as it is neutral in terms of final language planning decisions, allowing communities full autonomy. This in itself sets it apart from certain varieties of language development or revitalization where practitioners and outside institutions have their own agendas related to such languages. In the Bookan case, this realization saved community members and the outside agency working with them untold hours of work slaving over an orthography that would never have been used.
Calamian Tagbanwa , one of the mutually unintelligible languages of the Tagbanwa peoples, is spoken on Palawan Island, Philippines. When the Guide was applied in their community, they only managed to finish the first section, as their mother-tongue facilitators had only been trained to do that portion. But after applying part A, the community felt the task was important enough that they decided to send their facilitators back to Manila to get more training in community and language development so they could eventually return and help their community finish the Guide and implement development plans (Chari Viloria, personal communication).
The Ngola community in São Tomé e Príncipe decided, with help from the Guide, to register their vibrant oral language in writing and produce materials in their own mother tongue. These plans are currently in progress, with the help of a government agency and an outside NGO.
Gawri is a minority language of northern Pakistan. A literacy program was initiated among the Gawri by FLI, a Pakistani NGO. The Guide was later applied within this community in 2014. As a result of the application of the Guide, a plan of further action was drawn up, which included an adult literacy program for men and women, and a writer's workshop. Both of these initiatives have already been implemented (Muhammad Zaman Sagar, personal communication).
The Shina of northern Pakistan provide perhaps the clearest example of successful community language planning involving the Guide and the SUM (Muhammad Zaman Sagar, personal communication). While the rural Shina have strong language use patterns, the urban Shina speech community has experienced language shift and can be classified at an EGIDS 6b. During a 6 day CBLD workshop held in the town of Gilgit in July 2016, a mixed group of elders and youth gathered to represent their urban Shina speech community and make decisions about its future. Training activities built around the Guide were held each morning and afternoon, and in the evening the participants applied the portion of the Guide learned that day in participatory activities and discussions in the community. As a result, the urban Shina decided that they wanted to strengthen their language and chose EGIDS 4 (Sustainable Literacy) as their goal. The language specialists were able to give immediate feedback and suggest that they might first think about choosing 6a (Sustainable Orality) as an intermediate goal so as to be able to set incremental and realistic goals in their language development journey. This suggestion was accepted by the community, and plans were made accordingly. Their action plan to address weak orality was to start a WhatsApp Shina Group, a Shina Facebook page, and a radio anchor who was part of the workshop decided to add the playing of Shina oral stories and music and dialogue to his programming.
All three of these activities have since been implemented. Since mid-2016, the urban Shina have amassed 300+ members in a WhatsApp Shina group, using Shina vigorously in that medium. Facebook usage has been growing in Shina, and this has spawned a greater usage of Shina in SMS messaging as well, according to reports of those running the workshop. 12 More directly related to their oral needs, the radio anchor mentioned above has begun using Shina on his radio program, twice a week with Shina stories, songs, and discussions, with a growing number of listeners. These results of L1 language usage, although incipient, appear to be directly related to the CBLD strategy applied in Gilgit.
The Shina results also point to the possibility that in some cases at least, the presence of the language specialist during the planning process may actually be more helpful than detrimental. Instead of causing an 'observers paradox' as the Guide methodology suggests, the Shina example shows that specialists may be able to offer council that provides needed course corrections in the midst of the planning discussions. This could enable some groups to make more realistic goals and actually achieve the language changes they desire. Care must simply be taken to ensure that such 'help' is neutral in terms of the end goals of language use. A slight shift in the Guide's perspective may thus be called for. This shift would permit the presence of outside specialists in those cases where the community and all others involved believe that it is called for, and where the risk of outside influence is outweighed by the benefit of the community and the specialist walking a bit further together down the language development journey.
Conclusion
Of the three results listed above (communal awareness, assessment, and planning), the most common benefits of the CBLD 'strategy' thus far are twofold: 1) to consistently raise language awareness, and 2) to consistently promote language assessment among the speakers of the minoritized languages of the world. Only a small percentage of the 84 applications of the tool thus far did not arrive at a communal assessment of language vitality. And while our table cannot show this, the authors' experience with the vast majority of these cases has been that communities consistently arrived at appropriate assessments of vitality based on the data they managed to bring to the discussion. Regardless of whether their data was flawed or not, the fact that they tended to make fitting assessments after only a short period of training is a testament to the effectiveness of the method in making communities aware of their language use patterns.
The language planning portion of the Guide, however, has experienced much less success. Out of the (at least) 84 minority communities that have been exposed to the Guide in some fashion up to this point, only 8 have managed to finish it and make plans to address their language use patterns, and only 5 of those have actually implemented those plans. While examples like the Gawri and the Shina are notable exceptions, these are not encouraging odds. The planning portion has not worked as originally designed.
It may be that the long-term future perspective needed to succeed at language planning is either unfamiliar or irrelevant to many minority groups, especially if it involves new abstract concepts such as metalanguage. In places where such a future perspective is simply unfamiliar, but there is interest in achieving a specific goal of language development, a certain amount of outside help in learning how to make appropriate plans could be of some benefit. If however, language planning is seen as irrelevant because the community has no interest in setting future goals for their language, even after gaining awareness about possible options, then the planning component is simply not appropriate. Until we have more verifiable reports of communities using the Guide to make plans and implement them, with implementation followed by changes in language use patterns, nothing more can be said about the planning stages of this tool. For now, the awareness and assessment components of the Guide should be seen as its greatest benefits, along with the less tangible benefit of providing a relational means whereby language specialists can 'walk along with' minority communities in a way that shows sensitivity to their unique linguistic challenges.
